as a strategy to increase the diversity of their student bodies, but expressed concern about their ability to assure the quality 3 of courses taught in high schools by high school faculty.
College faculty shared these concerns, and also viewed dual enrollment as negatively impacting the institutions' revenues, because students paid only nominal fees. State education officials and legislators held positive views of dual enrollment, but expressed concerns about future funding.
Business leaders were the most enthusiastic about dual enrollment, seeing it as a tool to move students through the educational pipeline into higher education and the workforce.
A survey of community college dual enrollment coordinators in Illinois (Barnett, 2003) found correlations between program size and perceptions of benefits to the institution. Directors of programs with the largest enrollments were more likely to agree that dual enrollment benefits the institution by enhancing student recruitment, that dual enrollment is relatively easy to initiate, and that it is a practice associated with aspirational institutions. The study did not establish a causal relationship between institutional attitudes toward dual enrollment and program size. (Rogers and Kimpston, 1992) . DEHP students must meet higher admissions standards than regular freshmen: a 3.0 GPA in high school academic courses and a combined score of 1100 on Critical Reading and Math portions of the SAT. DEHP draws students from seven public school systems and more than 30 During the 2010-11 school year, 48% of DEHP students took a fulltime load of 12 credits or more; most of these students did not attend any classes at their high schools. DEHP allows students the option to take college honors classes. Half of the students chose to take honors courses in 2010-11; of these, the average number of honors courses completed was 2.2. To earn dual credit, students must choose courses from a state-approved list of courses that are assigned a high school course code. Surveys of honors faculty at the end of each term suggest that DEHP students enhance the learning environment in the college classroom by being good role models for other students.
Survey data compiled since 2008 finds that 86% of faculty indicate that DEHP students are more capable than typical firstyear students, and 79% agree that they are more mature than typical first-year students. They describe DEHP students as hard working, attentive, prepared for class, and good natured.
Ninety-three percent of faculty rate their level of satisfaction in teaching honors courses attended by DEHP students as high or extremely high. "It appears [DEHP] has some of the best and brightest students, which reflects well on both the participants and KSU," wrote one faculty member. Because of the quality of the students, faculty report being able to experiment with new assignments and activities, which further enrich the classroom environment.
DEHP also bolsters public perceptions of the quality of the university. Student exit surveys indicate high levels of satisfaction with the program. A majority (73%) indicate that the quality of instruction at KSU is better than the quality of instruction at their high school. Nearly 90% of participants say that they would recommend DEHP to younger high school students.
There is evidence that they follow through: a quarter of prospective students who attend an Honorview information session say they heard about DEHP through a friend or relative. This word of mouth is especially meaningful when it comes from peers with reputations as top students. If top performers choose to attend KSU rather than the high school, and then in many cases readmit to KSU, then KSU must be worthy to be considered a A limitation of this data common to many case studies of dual enrollment (Karp & Jeong, 2008) is that it compares DEHP students to the general student population, rather than to students whose admissions scores indicate that they are of similar academic ability. While controlling for academic ability would be ideal, this is not something DEHP staff has yet been able to accomplish given current campus resources and expertise. At the same time, public high schools have several disincentives to participate in dual enrollment, as they lose FTE funds for dual-enrolled students and lose enrollment from Advanced Placement courses, which lowers their ranking and prestige on a state "Education Scoreboard" that rewards schools for AP enrollment but not for dual enrollment (Dual Enrollment, Advanced Placement, and International Baccalaureate in Georgia, 2008) . Anecdotal evidence suggests perceptions among some counselors that AP courses are considered more favorably in college admissions decisions than dual enrollment, and that dual enrollment will remove the best students from the high school.
Counselors may also dislike the paperwork and counseling time required for dual enrollment students. Nearly a third (31%) of DEHP students noted in their exit survey that their high school counselors discouraged their participation in dual enrollment, and in most cases, encouraged them to take AP courses instead (see also Klopfenstein in this volume).
From a community relations standpoint, dual enrollment is a hero to families whose students have suffered from bullying or cliques in the high school; to the student who can continue to take Chinese after it has been cut by the high school; to the 15 student who can pursue advanced math after she has "maxed out" the high school curriculum; to the elite athlete or performer who can arrange a flexible schedule to accommodate training; and to families who save thousands on college expenses. The ad hoc testimonies of these parents and students when they encounter KSU officials in the community cannot be underestimated. KSU's exit surveys indicate that the most highly rated factors in students' decisions to participate in dual enrollment were to "get out of the high school environment" (75%); "reduce the cost of a college education" (66%); and "reduce the amount of time spent in college or grad school" (66%).
Challenges to DEHP's viability relate to stresses caused by rapid enrollment growth campus-wide and institutional buy-in.
Parking and classroom space are at peak capacity. Department and college-level administrators may not see dual enrollment as relevant to their program goals. They may view DEHP students as taking seats from majors or students who need to graduate.
Departments facing faculty shortages and under pressure to increase class sizes may resist providing faculty to teach small honors sections populated by DEHP and honors students.
Commitment to dual enrollment from top administration is needed to overcome these internal challenges. While these issues are ongoing, DEHP assessment results have been helpful in gaining top administrative support.
Conclusion
The KSU example shows that relatively simple program assessments can provide evidence that dual enrollment programs positively impact their institutions. Proving positive impact may be particularly important for four-year colleges, which nationally are less likely to offer dual enrollment (Kleiner & Lewis, 2005) and may see it as less aligned with their missions.
The current environment faced by KSU and many DE programs reveals internal tensions caused by enrollment growth and resource scarcity, and external tensions between higher education and public school systems that are exacerbated by state funding formulas for dual enrollment. While proving impact of dual enrollment should be a priority in this environment, KSU's experience highlights the challenges of measuring impact without systematic support for data gathering and analysis.
The assessment measures employed by KSU are clearly just a starting point. The existing literature emphasizes the need for more sophisticated methodologies that can prove cause and effect relationships and overcome selection bias, a problem when more able students choose to participate in dual enrollment (Allen, 2010) . Such research requires funding and expertise beyond most dual enrollment program staff. Although the gold standard of random assignment of subjects to dual enrollment and non-dual enrollment groups is rarely feasible, scholarship must control for academic and demographic characteristics of students, a limitation of KSU's data.
In Georgia, the lack of statewide data-gathering on dual enrollment means that each institution may come up with different metrics for measuring program outcomes, if they are measured at all. Leading researchers (Karp & Jeong, 2008) In states where colleges and universities are mandated to participate in dual enrollment, assessing the impact on the institution may seem like a moot point. Even in this
